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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1, 2, 4, 7, 17, and 18 has been amended by applicant. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 05/04/2010. The 
submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the 
information disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Weare (Patent 7,013,238) in view of Shraim (US Publication 2007/0299915) and Gurelli 
(US Publication 2006/0171356). 

5. Regarding to claim 1, "a method, comprising: conducting, by a learning 
component of a server of a network, different trials of one or more options in different 
states of a network communication between a client and the server via a protocol of the 
network communication, wherein each trials is defined by a combination of the one or 
more options occurring at a particular state of the network communication," Weare 
teaches recommendation engine providing recommendations (trials) [Column 5 Line 40 
- 54]. "Receiving, by the learning component, performance feedback for the different 
trials as rewards," Weare teaches receiving feedback [Column 4 Line 37 - 49], but does 
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not expressly teach automated feedback. However, Shraim teaches automatic 
feedback loop [Paragraph 132]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to use automated feedback taught by Shraim in 
getting feedback taught by Weare for the purpose of self-tuning and providing best 
service without human intervention. "Utilizing, by the learning component, the different 
trials and their associated resulting rewards to improve a decision-making policy made 
by an option negotiation component of the server for negotiation of one or more options, 
wherein the one or more options defining specifications of the network communication 
between the server and the client," Weare teaches generating recommendations, which 
automatically optimizing its parameters (utilizing) by using feedback [Column 4 Line 37 
- 49]. Wear does not expressly teach improving option negotiation decision, wherein 
the options defining specifications of the network communication. However, Gurelli 
teaches determining data rate using feedback (improving option negotiation) [Paragraph 
5 and 6]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to improve option negotiation taught by Gurelli when receive feedback taught 
by Weare for the purpose of improve reliability of network communication. 
6. Regarding to claim 2, "further comprising uploading, based on the different trials 
and rewards, an optimum set of options associated with an observed configuration of 
the server, the client, and a network environment enabling the network communication 
between the server and the client to a centralized place," Weare teaches parameter 
controller uses the feedback to adjust the parameters and sends the adjusted 
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parameters to the affinity predictor where determining recommendations [Column 5 Line 
40-67]. 

7. Claims 8, 13, 15, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Weare (Patent 7,013,238) in view of Shraim (US Publication 
2007/0299915). 

8. Regarding to claim 8, "an apparatus, comprising: a file transfer component to 
transfer a file utilizing an optimum set of the one or more options selected by the option 
negotiation component based on the rewards and adjusted selections," Weare teaches 
parameter controller uses the feedback to adjust the parameters and sends the 
adjusted parameters to the affinity predictor where determining recommendations 
[Column 5 Line 40 - 67]. "An option negotiation component to select one or more 
options for a communication protocol, receive rewards as performance feedback 
associated with the selection of the one or more options, and adjust the selection of the 
one or more options based on the rewards," Weare teaches recommendation engine 
providing recommendations (trials) [Column 5 Line 40 - 54] and generating 
recommendations, which automatically optimizing its parameters (utilizing) by using 
feedback [Column 4 Line 37 - 49]. Weare teaches receiving feedback [Column 4 Line 
37 - 49], but does not expressly teach automated feedback. However, Shraim teaches 
automatic feedback loop [Paragraph 132]. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use automated feedback taught by 
Shraim in getting feedback taught by Weare for the purpose of self-tuning and providing 
best service without human intervention. 
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9. Regarding to claim 13, "wherein the option selection component further to 
upload the optimum set of options and associated configurations of an environment 
associated with the optimum set of options to a centralized place," Weare teaches 
parameter controller uses the feedback to adjust the parameters and sends the 
adjusted parameters to the affinity predictor where determining recommendations 
[Column 5 Line 40-67]. 

10. Claim 15 is similar to claim 8. Therefore, claim 15 is rejected under the similar 
ground. 

1 1 . Claim 20 is similar to claim 1 3. Therefore, claim 20 is rejected under the similar 
ground. 

12. Claims 3 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Weare, Shraim, and Gurelli as applied to claims 2 and 13 above, and further in 
view of Stakutis (US Publication 2005/0251516). 

1 3. Regarding to claim 3, "wherein one or more other servers download from the 
centralized place the optimum set of options to utilize as an initial point to start a new 
learning process in the environment of the one or more other servers," Weare teaches 
using feedback to adjust the parameters and sending the adjusted parameters 
(optimum set of options) to the affinity predictor where they are used at the beginning of 
the cycle for determining recommendations [Column 5 Line 40 - 67]. Weare does not 
expressly teach one or more other servers download from the centralized place the 
optimum set of options. However, Stakutis teaches central pool of storage (centralized 
place) shared in multiple nodes (server) [Figure 1 , Paragraph 39]. It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to share in multiple 
nodes taught by Stakutis adjusted parameters taught by Weare for the purpose of 
provide information without adding more hardware when additional server is added. By 
using central server, cost of adding additional server in the network since the server 
does not need separate storage for information. 

14. Claim 14 is similar to claim 3. Therefore, claim 14 is rejected under the similar 
ground. 

15. Claims 4-6, 9- 11, and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Weare, Shraim, and Gurelli as applied to claims 1, 8, and 15 above, 
and further in view of Young (US Publication 2003/0074338). 

16. Regarding to claim 4, Weare teaches option negotiation, but does not expressly 
teach "wherein the option negotiation component applies a reinforcement learning 
algorithm to improve the decision-making policy for negotiation of the one or more 
options." However, Young teaches using reinforcement learning algorithm [Paragraph 
4, 5]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use reinforcement learning algorithm taught by Young in option negotiation 
taught by Weare for the purpose of to optimize performance and improve the system in 
long term operation without involvement of human. 

17. Regarding to claim 5, "wherein the reinforcement algorithm utilizes a Q-learning 
method," Young teaches applying Q-learning algorithm to implement the reinforcement 
learning [Paragraph 6]. 
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18. Regarding to claim 6, "wherein the Q-learning algorithm iteratively calculates 
value functions of an optimal policy for option selection by the option negotiation 
component," Young teaches using value function to find solutions [Paragraph 7]. 

19. Claims 9 and 16 are similar to claim 4. Therefore, claims 9 and 16 are rejected 
under the similar ground. 

20. Claims 10 and 17 are similar to claim 5. Therefore, claims 10 and 17 are 
rejected under the similar ground. 

21. Claims 11 and 18 are similar to claim 6. Therefore, claims 1 1 and 17 are 
rejected under the similar ground. 

22. Claims 7, 12, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Weare, Shraim, and Gurelli as applied to claims 1, 8, and 15 above, and further in 
view of Zhu (US Publication 2006/0274899). 

23. Regarding to claim 7, Weare teaches option negotiation component, but does 
not expressly teach "wherein the server is a trivial file transfer protocol (TFTP) server." 
However, Zhu teaches TFTP server providing management functions [Paragraph 7]. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have option negotiation component taught by Weare in TFTP server taught by Zhu for 
the purpose of providing a simple, predetermined content and small capacity of file 
transferring service. 

24. Claims 12 and 19 are similar to claim 7. Therefore, claims 12 and 19 are 
rejected under the similar ground. 
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Response to Arguments 

25. Applicant's arguments, see page 7, filed 05/04/2010, with respect to objection of 
claims 10, 11, 17, and 18 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The objection 
of claims 10, 11, 17, and 1 8 has been withdrawn. 

26. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection . 

27. Applicant's arguments filed 05/04/2010 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Regarding to claims 8 and 15, applicant said "independent claims 8 and 
15 recited similar features as claim 1." However, claim 1 was amended and 8 and 15 
was not amended. Therefore, there's difference in claim 1 and claims 8 and 15. The 
rejection for 8 and 15 remains the same as previous office action. 

Conclusion 

28. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BOBAE K. CHENEY whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-7641 . The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 7:30 
AM- 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Avellino can be reached on (571)272-3905. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

BOBAE K CHENEY 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2458 

/BOBAE K CHENEY/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2458 
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